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1.  Noted.  As stated on p. 2 of the EIS, however, we note that under the 1939 
Reclamation Project Act, Reclamation is required to negotiate a long-term water service 
contract with the Angostura Irrigation District.  Most comments on this EIS from 
recreationists supported the No Action Alternative.

2. Even removing Angostura Dam wouldn’t completely reestablish natural flows in the 
river because of the many stock dams upstream.  Flows would spill in this alternative 
only after the water level in the reservoir reached the spillway crest, not before, thus 
retaining the reservoir water level at elevation 3157.2 feet.  Noted.

3. Noted.  The economic analysis for the EIS estimated that annual recreation benefits 
($7,179,000) for the Reservoir Recreation and Fisheries Alternative would be about 
$104,000 greater than the benefits for No Action ($7,075,000).  Benefits were based on 
reservoir water elevations during the recreation season.  In the Reservoir Recreation and 
Fisheries Alternative, operation of the reservoir could provide water for irrigation under 
most conditions (annual average releases to the District would range from 53.5-45.3 cfs 
for 82-93% of the period—see Table 4.13 in the EIS).  Releases to the Cheyenne River 
fisheries and wildlife downstream would be the same as for No Action.

4. Noted.  One of the effects of this alternative, however, would be the reduction of 
5-10 cfs of annual average return flows.

5. Noted.
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6.  Noted.




